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RE: Supplementary Comments on Chemical Testing Following Serious Marine 
Incidents 

The National Marine Charter Association (NMCA), the national voice for the full 
spectrum of the marine charter industry, including sport fishing, sailing, excursion, 
ecotour/sightseeing, yacht and water taxis, wishes to provide an addendum to our previous 
comments, submitted on May 7,2003. 

In NMCA’s initial comments to the docket opposing the Coast Guard’s proposal to require 
all vessels to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew be trained 
in their use, the association contended that the proposal is contrary to Congressional intent, 
would have a negative impact upon the small businesses that make up the marine charter 
industry, and is impractical from the standpoints of device storage, test administration and 
accuracy of results. The vast majority of companies comprising this industry truly define 
“small business,” both in terms of annual revenue and number of employees. To further 
bolster its position, NMCA undertook a petition effort to gauge the level of concern within 
the marine charter industry with this proposal. 

The results were overwhelming with 2 15 companies returning petitions in a two-week 
period. Clearly, the industry believes that the proposed rule needs to be revised so that the 
Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious marine incident alcohol testing in cases where 
those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained professionals within the statutory 
time limit. Again, this will ensure that the tests are correctly administered, collected and 
analyzed to yield the accuracy necessary to maintain the integrity of the chemical testing 
program. A secondary benefit will be to relieve small marine firms from a costly burden 
that they can ill afford, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

On behalf of the 215 concerned members of the marine charter industry, NMCA is 
attaching the returned petitions as an exhibit to this extension of comments. If you should 
have any questions regarding NMCA’s position, do not hesitate to contact me on (703) 
5 19- 17 14. 
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National Marijne. 
C hurter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87g] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dlsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in k e  accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing &vice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti 
professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

e accuracy necessary to 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the US. Coast 5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

G t y :  A @/#y State ZipCode: yf J’yy 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice (USCG-2001-8&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the stater!? time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87’jP3] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state C f  time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Signature: Name: q c  Y 

Business. ,I jc~!,?., j r y  flL9r;, e>(. 1 , =, / 

..- 
City: 0, \ id ~. \ ]  0 Stnte )-- Z i p  Code: 3 >,ci‘,‘> \- - 

~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ;P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i3 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

4 

Signature. Name. F ~ * / z /  c &~,3tl+ 

Business 5 L?V,9& D l  / / / V i ,  

City' P=T L/F l-0 State wnb # Z i p  Code: 33 
F 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

~ 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J .  Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a enc responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H Y  testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 9 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing (P evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state fi time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



NMC& National Marlne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a x minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

~~ ~~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state t time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa Ig testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K li 

Sincerely, 

Business < ‘ v t v  v- f i 5  
c i t y  >‘< v\o State !vb Zip  Code 3-1(/3 ’3 

/ d 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screeniry Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality fontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 

disinte5ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

1: % 

I Sincerely, 

Name: Jena+,o E .  Bakr 

Business: Sa0 -)vG(\<, \nL 211f bKt W k b w  (3\vd. 18b 

City: &\\;+ow\ State hth Zipcode:  48227 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Assocratron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87i&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol 
Screenin8 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

disinteeration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

/ -  

m y  &, ,- / ,-, CAP .A- Zipcode  7 /9?/ 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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JUN-13-2003 FRI 09: 19 AM ASSOCIATION HQ 
FAX NO, 703 5-19 1716 P* 02/02 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, k a n s ,  Fisheries aid 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, M3 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 
wSCG-Zo01-8773] 
US. Dept. of Transportation 
400 %venth St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requesb reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard re uifement to 
implement new post-accidmt alcohol teshng measures following a serious marine incicten?. AI1 vessels 
would be required to carp alcohol screening devices on board at all bmm, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im QW a sigruficant bwdm on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. 1 oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avvoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

Hw. Frank A. LoBiibnda 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritme Tramporkation Subcommittee 

opera tors. This notice [USCG-2OOl-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITEON; 
Small Business Impact: The Cast Guard greatly wderet;thated the cost of this re uirrment 
m small busirmses, and even acknowledges: " .A~E cost of the less expensive ASDi~Alcohal 
Screening Devices] could stilI be too expensive for the smallest commerchl vessei operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle crf puahase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ess' intent in the Cmat Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

teesting. The Coast Guard is the lead marme incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and tRe mew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical withotit standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinkption in &e accuracy of the devices 
GAleckon and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali c o n t d  and objectivity in testing. For b t m t e ,  what happens when a Captain must 

The Proposal i s  Only a Partiall Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro r tramin for the test a&inish-at;or, and a confirmation test: by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small finns, tvo conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with fedem f: teshng rules. Coast Guard 

Device Quality P ontml and Suitability for the Marine Brauironment: This requirement will 

self-a 3 minister the test because he i s  the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the ~ e ~ e n c e  of alcoho s and not a quantxtative 

more expensive testing %" evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to supeo& revising this rule BO that the Coast Guard itself conducts posterious 
marine incident dcohal testm in caws where those involved are unable to be tested on land b trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
mahtain the integrity of the chemical testing progrm. Additionally, it wiU remove a costly burden 
from sniall marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Y x pmfessimls within the state 8 time limit. This will ensure that adequiatel trained prufe€&ona s 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FlLL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN IT To NlMCA BY JUNE 20,2003 IPJ ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO 
CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Mar\ne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality 8 ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can B t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state 2 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Z i p  Code: //$yo 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



NMC& National Martne. 
Charter Associa tion 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Name-&- v,-, 
a 

Business /saA e- -mflf 9 

Crty y-1 0 4 - J  State ,&' ZipCode 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast & uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

1 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing B evice, can%e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

B 
I 

I I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti e accuracy necessary to 

t 

Sincerely 

~~ 

PLEASE n L L  OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Martne, 
Charter Association 

Business: S O U f l ( 0  w W 5 ,  / d c  , / z%] O J E  ~ 

C1ty: ~ W Q m  'S ta te  c r  Zip Code: 0 690 .2 
- 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87g] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast & uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

II Sincerely, 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

US. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in Be  accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t i: e accuracy necessary to 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are e ui ed and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quai!t:8on;rol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in Be  accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a dQ ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti 
professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 I1 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



I 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

, 
1 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con r e d  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in B e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i3 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I 5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure, Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

T professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professiona s 

I 

I 
1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

tl 

Sincerely, 

Business: 

II 
~~ 

City: State fit Z i p  Code: ??#.3r 
I' 

~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 1 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association I 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

disinteeration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

I' I 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state Lf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Mar’yre 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in $e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualil minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

~ 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 8 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can%e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state Lf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

3 s p/”)’”f 
gdz, city. .5 0 VS k Y  State 0 16 ZipCode: 4-48? 3 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 -P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B teshng rules. Coast Guard 

disinte6ration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state 1 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerelv, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martnee 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

II 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state$ time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

ct ty  / A K e  b?f/.+ State xc ZipCode  600 yA 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JLTNE 10,2003 I 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice (USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the US. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualir( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can gh t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x li 

Sincerely 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin6 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4, Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

, professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

1 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

t 

R State /// 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide ti e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

I Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa l p  testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

tll e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-871?3] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality C!?ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

disinte6ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c r  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Assocra t ron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 .p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte8ration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualit;r minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, cant a e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state cf  time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

N ~ ~ ~ .  041l,~& cLp+ 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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National Maripe, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 B 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, cant 5 e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

1 
Name. 

t t + M l w & &  
C1ty State 3 c Ztp Code: ZTd 77 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 B 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ”...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality 8 ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

3 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4, Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualiEy minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast & uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x f 

I Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



ational Maripe, "lcA% C arter Assocratron 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

I Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia 1. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 

united states senate 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime'Ikansportation Subcommittee 

Washington, DC 2Q510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002 

. 'Docket Management Facility 
[USCG2OOl-8773] 
US. Dept. of "qmtat ion 
400 Seventh st., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

tto 
implement new post-accident alcohol tasting measures fdtowin a serious marine incida-sls 
wouM be quired to ca alcohol screening devices on board a! all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?Mi, would im se a signifiiant burden an al l  marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-S~was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule a6 written for the msons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard 

Small B o s h  imp& The Coast Guard greatly undaesthakd the cost of this 
on small businesses, and even acknowledge= "...the cost of the Iess expensive 

owners, Small businesses will face the constant and costly cyde of purchase and dsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congrussional intent: Con 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast=, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is tk lead marine incident response a cy responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federaf?%mg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip , and the crew is already trained to d u c t  the tests. 
W i c e  Q U l y  p"d ontrol and Suitability for the M n e  linvironment This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol he& because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteption in k accuracy of the devices. 
Callcctron and TCSC Administration Con&& The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali control and objectivity in testing. Far instanre, what happen3 when a Captain must 
self-a%unister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of AS&, which are ca able of produein6 a false 
negative result, prow& only an indication of the resene* of aZcoh7 and not a quanfitative 
measure. Only with pro trainin for the test &histrator, and a conhation test by a 
more expensive testing E i c e ,  can $he certainty of the results 

Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 

intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

accurzltely determined. 

I want to urge you to su rt revising this d e  so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-senious 

professionsrls within the statefthe limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained pMfessiona Yh* s 
marine incident alcohol te!! in cases where thase involved are unable to be tested on land 

c o r d  administer the test, cd?ect and analyze the red&, and provide &e accuracy neceswy to 
main& the intesrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a castly burden 
f" small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

sinarely, 

FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN IT TO N W A  BY )UNfi 20,2003 IN ORDER M BE PRESENTED M 
CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Marioneo 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can gh t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide ti e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: N a m e T / i o h f i G  Cdu_a, ceC/ 
f '  

Business: Q 1 c; u p e 
State Z i p  Code: f lo/ 3 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive AS& Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte4ration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 
Collechon and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

,k 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can 5l t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Business 5 Ed 0 &ELL i5t=tfi&Eif? / 3 c >  PIW 9 % 3 T  
m y  77, c G O O  State # /? Zipcode 47 39) 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegp-ation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

%??minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality 8 ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 

City: , State Zip Code: 

I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ”...the cost of the less expensive ASDJ Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintejyation in %e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualit;i self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged, 

professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

Business: sc? l/.U.& /$<x&fl;cr 5 . 

City: . f l 8 N W K  State mp ZipCode: // 3 fl/ 
/ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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atfona1 Mar' e IuMam C arter Assoc r i  ut on 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Ha. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 
United States Senate 
Washingtor4 DC 20510-1903 

Do&& Management Facility 
IUSCG2001-8773] 
US. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. mA01 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Chair, Coast: Guard and 

US.  House of Representatives 
Washington DC 20513-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommfttee 

fhe marine charter indust requefitn reconsideration of a proposed US. CoaRt Guard re uirement to 
implemsn! new e o s t - r c c i d ~ ~ s l ~ ~ h ~ ! ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~  m=am-, rq11_._wk a serioucmgrine-~nedFnq. *~xgssIrls, ,. 
wotild be required to'tnr alE%oI screeningZvices onboard at dl times, and& crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %s would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, cspecia1Iy small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8&] was publiqhed on February 28,2003 to invite public 
" m e n t .  I oppose this proposed d e  as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
I. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestlmated the cost of this uirement 

on small businesses, end even ncknowledgcs: "-.-tho cost of the less expensive AsD~AIcohol 
Screenh~ Devices] c d d  still be too expensive for the smallest commedal vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and cosUy cycle of purchase and Asposal of 
the devics as their shelf-life ends. 

Morinc Environment; This requirement will 
ASDs are impractical without standards of 
markre environment will lead to a repid 

qualil control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a minkter the test because he is the d y  crew aboard the vessel? 

5. The Proposal. is On1 a Partial Solution: Use af ASDs, which arc ca able of producin a false 
nagative result, pmvrdes only CUI indication of the resence of dcohof and not a quan 2 tative 

... ---. -- mcpsurc. Only with pro er pa* for $e test,ad!Wstratq and -8. c o d i r m a t i ~ ,  *!,by a, , , . 
mo&Z+iiGv&-&ting &vice, Cankecertahty of the results be accurately determked. 

I want to urge you to sup ort revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
mitiire incident alcoho). tes t! n ifi cases where those invoIved are unabIe to be tehted on land h trained 
professionals within the ntete%time limit. This will ensue that adequate1 trained profession& 
correctly administer the test collect and anaIyze the results, and previde &e accuracy necessary to 
maintam the inwty of the chemical testing pm aa AdditimaUy, it 411 remove a cmtly burden 
from mall marine firms that can ill afford it, as thg: Coaat Guard i t d f  has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RE" TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE 3Y JUNE 10,2003 IN 
0lU)ER TO BE PRESENTED TO CoNGltljSs AND "HE US. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testlng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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National Marine, 
Charter Associatron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

x 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDA Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinte6ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho Y and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

n 
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attonal Maripe, NNlCAx C arter Association 
0 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chairl Oceans, Fisheries and 

Coast Guard Subcommittee 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20910-1903 

Docket Management Faality 
[vSCG-2001-8773] 
US. Dcpt. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. MA01 
Washingwn, DC 20590-OOO1 

The marine charter industry q u e s t s  reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident ;IIcohol testing measures followin a serious marine incident. Au vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board afaU times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im 
operators. This notice (WSCG2001-87%hs pubbhed on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as wdtten for the masom stated below and seek ch-s to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine chartex industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

USa House of Repmmtatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

a sigdxcmt butden on all marine firms,, especi+y small 

l. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard gre",t'y underestimated the cost of this r uirement 
on small businessesl and even acknowledges: ,..the cost of the less expensive ASD3Alcohol 
Screenby Devices] cmld still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

1999 was for the US. C o a s z d ,  and not small finns, to condud post-incident alcohol 
testing, The Coast Guard i s  the lead marine incident response mcy responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federFteshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are e uip d, and the crew b already trained tu conduct the tests. 

3. Device Qua& &rol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Admidstration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
qudi 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of AS&, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. Congressiod YnknG Co s' intent in tht Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

contr~~ and objettivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Caphain must 
self-a x minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resene of alcoho P and not a quanhtative 
measure. Only with p~ r trainh for the test a B ministrator, and a canfirmation test by? 

professionals within the statefthe limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professiona T s 
corm31 adminiqter the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

more cxpeTisive testmg $hx, can be certahty of the rcsults bi accurately determined, 

I want to urge you to sup ort revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts p t s e r i w s  
marine incident alcohol t e s k  in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b trained 

mdrnta x the integrity of the chemical testing pro am. Addit id lx  it will remove h costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill a h d  it, as &Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely 

I 

'L- 

5 Stntc /t 4 'i) ztpG?&:z /Lhp 

LHASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN l'hl? ENCLOSED REPLY ENvELOm BY JUNE 10, 2003 
ORDER TO BE PR?SENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agenq responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3, Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a dP ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

K f 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Markne, 
Charter Assoelation 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K f 

Sincerely, 

1 

I .  I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

a 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87A] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDA Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n v  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

tEI li 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 .p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
~ 

I 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

~ 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a a ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



I 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 B 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteqation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing CF evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

S i g n a t u r e ~ & ( ~ ~ ~ ~ J  - .j Tb Gl'7 &?&I 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

National Marlne 
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National Marine. 
Charter Association I 

Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con r e d  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collechon and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 
I 

Sincerely, 

I' 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne 
Charter Assocra tion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are e ui ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Qua&y%ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can &e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 3 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 3! 31 was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeniry Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a c f  ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the US. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa l! teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing B evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 

iness: 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US.  House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1 REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can %e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
, , marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x J 

Sincerely 

I' 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 I 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

disinteqation in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
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Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ”...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testmg rules. Coast Guard 

disinte6ration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state Lf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, r, 
/’ 

- 
Signatur : Name: 3 drfpt-) 6- E k 4  

r 
I city: %&&-4- State ,&IL{ Zip Code. /$$;> 

/ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
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Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice (USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASD 3 Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

~ negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I 
I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

t 

CltY B.FF5LLf State N.7. Zip Code /.42d 6 
I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 Ib 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
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Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

-~~ _ _ - _  ~ 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the US. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disinteeration in B t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti 
professionals within the state c? time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa Ig testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality Pontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinte6ration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c! evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 2 

Sincerely, I 
Name: 

/ 
3 

Signature: 

Business: ~ - l r S . - + q  \b SK ~,.GJC 

City: -+. N-. c. State flh ZipCode: ai 6 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
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Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. Jhis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa I? teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Washington, DC 20510-1903 
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa is testing rules. Coast Guard 

disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state B time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti e accuracy necessary to 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-&7&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-200 1-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ‘/...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality C!ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 3 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin5 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dlsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in B e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 8 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

1: 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87i!l] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal * 3nly a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 
2. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Busmess: 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

US. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877?I] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteyation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K i 

Sincerely, 
r z 

i 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i3 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5, The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing x evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality Pontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P tesbng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statej  time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Signature; I Name: ....-, / 
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Ji 

Business c-z  ~4&&~CLAkZLE 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87333] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualir( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

Name:dom/riS 2 I C,‘Rn?/Jl d 
r 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,ZOCIN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con r e d  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 
self-a 3 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a $ ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state 3 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 



National Marlne 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US.  Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the US. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Name: Jfie y I c b d  
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. A11 vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

~- ~ 

SmallBusiness Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testlng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disintegration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing J evice, can 5 l  t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

til professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Signatur 

B u s r n e s s w q A  j h\ G@l t h m  c.btAR fee5 
C1ty.CJSYO pq rQ5 State Zipcode:  06797 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne, 
Charter Assocmaqion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US.  Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASD 8 Alcohol 
Screenin6 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con r e d  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, /? 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE IO, 2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1 operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ;P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
1 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs(tAlcoho1 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualit;i self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing, For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing rp evice, can fhe certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

tz: e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

National Marine. 
Charter Association 

II 

’ 
The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 

implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

@ 
I 

city A j d  c1 Ju.4 State r\, Zip Code 3 ? 2 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteqation in Be  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the US. Coast 5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a 2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing cp evice, can gh t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

< 

- Name:&e fr - -  
Business: BY+* Teb . 1 - c  

hhh'k6d gCh State ( Z i p  Code: 323 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



II 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

' 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con r e d  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti: e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

National Martne. 
Charter Assocratron 

P 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



ational Martne. NNlCANh C arter Assoc~at~on 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASD& Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in $e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 
self-a 2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing a evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Assocrat ron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to ca alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

disinteeration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can%e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

1 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

I’ 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

I 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJ Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality fontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 3 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

I N a m y G c z ;  3. ~ a \ l e ~  
Busrni /qa&&(x+ L<voryv \ . 5 k d <  ChR+tc- 5 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Associa tion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 

disinteeration in Be  accuracy of the devices. 
4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast & uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

I selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin or the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can Bf t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

31 e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

P 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing a evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, ll 
I' 1 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Nationa) Maripe. 
Charter Assocrat ion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing cp evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

1 
I 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x % 

Sincerely, 

t 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJ Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualil minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, canke  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 3 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

, marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 
' 

Sincerely, 

~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dlsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Congress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testlng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quallty P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in t 5 e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing a evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

I' 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

1 



ational Marine NNlCAt C arter Association 
t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impack The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualiaj self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the US.  Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 8 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the resuIts be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

4 ?.a. .t~.an x - 
Business, fl k~ ic )'c R A C kce'~r 3 ~ % c \  

C*t& E\ c 0 ( (&L<c 4 State ZzpCode. 28.42 8 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast % uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: 
A U Sincerely, 

Name: 

Business: 

City: Z i p  Code: 43440 
~~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state fi time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

Ctty /3RR7 C/d& State of/ Z i p  Code PTySz 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY TUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing c f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state d time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Assocration 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportat 
400 Seventh St., ?W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement L“ 

implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDsTAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a quali!i minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

K f 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality Pontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide ttl e accuracy necessary to 

, 

l 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state2 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, A ,  

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCC-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are e ui ed and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Qua&yyon;rol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a f ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing Lp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

til % 

Sincerely, 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 1 be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 

t 

~- 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a en'cy responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinte6ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 3 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

, 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, ll 
Signature F ~ A J  \ J& -$ 
Business sfi 

Ctty - ' C C E  it' k State c Z i p  Code ~~~~~1 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Markne, 
Charter Assocratron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive A S D a  Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 9 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the stater! time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

-2f 5 
Zip Code. 4 gof 2. 

A 

Business /si;t: igs fi. i ‘ +L jq i h G  1 ch&fi 
city I: #Q&[ /k - 

State 1*s/1 0 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 sp 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n v  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualir( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa lp testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t i e accuracy necessary to 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: "e: CCI"Ltr5 ;SoHwsa&f 

Business: /y 07- fi"& /3oA7-.3 
c i ty :  &AH W/CK State /f 1 Zip Code: 0 2 r p d  

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

Signature:\ 
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National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?%is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in $e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa f testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing I f  evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state l f  time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

City: 4w Av\tr, 0 '  '0 Zip Code: 792i b 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Mar\ne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the US. Coast & uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disintegration in 3 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state cf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: 

Sincerely, 

Crty: p)f)Q n-p-l O n  State FL. Z i p  Code: 3% fi 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualiri self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing c f  evice, can fhe certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

B 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x % 

Sincerely, 

'LEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %tis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 -P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 

the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in $e accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i3 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

owners.’ B Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



ational Martne, 
8har)er Assocratron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-200143773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of - -  
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in Be  accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualit;j self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state i time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

, 
, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 : 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association I 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa lp testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state L7 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association I 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!i] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJ Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in $e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

I 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

on i ' y rw>d N3 V7h3 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in !%e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

JUNE lo, 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

US. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniry Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 

1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statecf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Business I - i%w&$-- 
city. CcCAeaLqb ZrpCo@& / a  

I' 1 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

x 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteq-ation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statei time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

1' 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh SI., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 3? 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

SmallBu&ess Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ressi’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing Lp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
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[USCG-2001-87731 

It 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive AS& Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte4ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testlng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti: professionals within the state C Y  time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Cl 

.I 

Business: +ish L 
m y :  a na/2UM-w State c/b Zip Code: '13 4 17 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in B e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

I Sincerely, 

Business: 

City: State Z i p  Code: 3 q1 y? 
/ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry request 
implement new post-accident alcohol 
would be required to car alcohol scr 
be trained in their use. This would i 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001- 
comment. I oppose this proposed 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 
Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

ast Guard requirement to 
ine incident. All vessels 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state Lf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

tll e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Szgnature: v MA Name: fl// ~&&,,.z c;wL cl 

, 
City: 1 7yr; 2 & Stnte ,& 7 Zip Code: f y 2  L// 

/ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCAIN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE io, 2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-407 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to ca alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide til e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: Q fi I2 &kc&,,+ Name. .5WL- 5 C c L f L  

Business v & ~ e r r t )  d&-f SRY$f\ 5 l , , d J ,  

Ct ty ,  S>d c2LL State 1- ZtpCode. b 8e 8 c, 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing c r  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

B 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinte6ration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, / 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa lp testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K f 

Sincerely, 

e&Eq,-L ~k 6 < 4 G d L  
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice (USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJ Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in t 73 e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a z ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality 8 ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K J 

Sincerely 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in Be  accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa f testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can %e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state fi time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE B 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

Th(s A&Mvt# I( "C-, -3 



National Maripe. 
Charger Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ;P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

5. 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

ll 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x professionals within the state B time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Signature Name. rill r K  E WPKenP;& 
et- Business 0“b “-E wvc L \ u I Y t .  > 

C1ty f i W L  \-I M A ,  State d f i  Z i p  Code y 9 
C‘ 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 
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National Marine. 
Charter Associa tion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!i] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ”...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 
self-a 2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

3: e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 
- 

Signature: N a m e : f l & : z y - ~  /MgLLLEf. 

Business: E&**+- ” [/ ‘pAq sp.uz &#I? \ 
d / 

city. r/- , dd -A State 91. Zip Code: dL< c)3/ 
/ I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, canke  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

F 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinte6ration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 8 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti 
% 

Sincerely, ~ 

I .  

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

’ 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

t 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testmg rules. Coast Guard 

disinteeration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing (P evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely 

Signature 

Business 

city Z i p  Code 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 Ih 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



I 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87A] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ”...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress‘ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4, Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinteqation in t 5 e accuracy of the devices. 

self-a 2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 8 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing 8 evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

National Maripe, 
Charter Association 

bmwfs rl 
Cify: ?d/L* S fa te Zip Code: / 9 / O h  

\ 
- 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Mariijne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

I 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, canke  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

1: 

I I 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-200143773] 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsTAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dlsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the US. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

L IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN - -  -~ -~~ ~~ 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CUNGIWSS AND ?'HE US. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to ca alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87g] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in Be  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

v / 
Business: fl/<% f$=$(&q& / L7C 

State Z i p  Code: 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87g] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualit;( self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

B 

disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state fi time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

I 

h ~ n e s s  Chfit TOM'> #&, - ,ne  t.' C h a r k -  SC~J~;, c s- 
CltY Nor cl \k State d/J Zipcode 2 3 3 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martnee 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND R E l "  TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine, 
Charier Associa~non 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dlsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast i5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualir( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t ie  accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlnee 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n v  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can gh t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a J ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely 

Signature: Name: ze && 
Business: C&M/ A -D~QW+W CMACCT&?~ 5 

State /UT Zip Code: 

I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive AS& Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa lp testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintep-ation in t a e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a c? ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as tf e Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
, marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemicaI testing pro ram. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 

ti e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Signature: & A I c p w /  h#* Name: Lgd,&@ f A d g y , ~  

Business: &-, A & - 6&4& 
9" fl 

City: /a%dd- State d,c7 ZipCode: dp& 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

-~~~ ~ 

SmallBusiness Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a J ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



I Na?ional Marine. 
I Charter Assocratmon 
1 Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 

Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 

, Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-200 1-87731 

I 
The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 

implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87g] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 3 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disintegration in 3 t e accuracy of the devices. 

more expensive testing cp evice, can?he certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

P I 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K fi 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



I 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-878] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing pro ram. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 

K L? 

from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as t a e Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

v v  
Business: @ a a,( -1 

City: Zip Code: &d 
I' 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 

I 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screenin6 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

city:j?njf9 mw Zip Code: ) y / z  
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in t 3 e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing C f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x li 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDJAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualir( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

I Ll!d?d N a m e . S P &  h~ e b  ‘ cur- 
Business -’% && A; h xs (4- 4,r 5 
city KG, IuL &%- a State Z i p  Code qk 740  

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 I 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Assocratron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. Ais would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin6 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualiri self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing I f  evice, can the certainty of the resuIts be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signature: " ht'fe h)h-t- Name: b:k( -4- 

Business: "&(,(+ C ~ & U  J 

I 

u i t ~ r n .  State . ZipCode: 
- City: 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state fi time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signal w e :  Name: 

State (j=L ZipCode: 5 5  3 -7 4 0  
c i t y :  [/J €S< 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., l7m. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne 
Charter Assoeration 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-873)3] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in $e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t 1: e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

- ., v 

Bus iness :T i /U  0 f i  1 Le \q4“ 
City: Ca (3 C? iz1 A L ~  1 g * r  State I$ J zip ~ O d e : C ? 8 ~ . d 6  Lj 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia 1. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States % ~ t e  
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "..,the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screenby Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for M 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip d, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in f e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collertion and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing evice, can !!he certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality r ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a 'dl minister the test because he is the ody crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
meas-. @y wi9 pro r trainin for the test a f ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the s ta tJ t ime limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professiona Y s 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 

from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as 8 e Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

r __ 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b trained 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing pro am, Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TONMCAIN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOIJE BY JUNE io, 2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 
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National Marine, 
Charter Association 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

Business. ,<,& /'Y d< 4;/ h , l f l .  
Crty, /i/F A,: / I  State /I/'' Z i p  Code. /-j >fl, ' -' 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

m 

I 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenink Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa F testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con r e d  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualiY minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing &VKP, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the staterf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NhfCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDJAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintegration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself ha5 acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

I 

Signature: ’ 

c &xr, \9? \ h C -  %,A OR&X . .  

city: S F ~ ~ \ - L  State< ~dp\hQ Z i p  Code: %>qbg 
3 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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The marine charter indus #quests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement ta 

atcohol saeenhg devfm m board at dl times, and the m would need to 
imphmnt new post-ncdden s alcohol testing measures following a serious “he jncident. AU vessels 
would be q u h d  to ca 
be trained in Wi use. % would im ose a signrficant burden on all marine firm, espcciaJly small 
operators. This notice ~UsCG2Glll-87!& was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
c ” t .  I op oae this pKIposed rule as written for the reasons stated belav and seek changes to 
avoid the negafI,, impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

1. 

2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSmON: 
Small Elueiness Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less exptnsiVe A!X&Ucohol 
Screenyg Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel opera to^'^ and 
owners. Small businesees will face the comtant and costly cycle of purchase and dsspwal of 

< -  

the devices as their shelf-life en&. 
Congressional Intent Can 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident mqx)nse a 

vessels a= equip ed and the awv is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accuratt alcohol tcsk because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usaef and stma&? in the hostile marine envimnrnen twill lead to a rapid 

intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for M 1998 and 
1999 was for the US. Coast r‘ uard, and not small finns, to amduct post-incident alcoh01 

manitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with feder Bgencyrespaneiblehrh testmg rules. Coast Guard 

DevieeQulty~lmdS~~~llltyfortheMpineBnvironmcnt: Thisreq- will 

disinte$ration in the accutacy Gf the devices. 
CollacCon and Tat AdmintstrrCion Cuntroh The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
q a l i  control and objectivity in testing. For brstanw, what happens when a Captain must 
seU-a!$nhister the test becam he i s  the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Ropasal is Only a Partial SohHon: Use of ASDS, which are ut able of produdn a false 

measwe. Only with pra for the best a m t o r  and a confirmation test by I 
more expensive testing ax certainty of the resdtsb accurately determined. 

negative mult, p r d w  only an indication of the of alcohc!! and not a quan ts tative 

Sincerely, 

CONGRISSAND THE US COAST GUARD 



ationa1 Martne. NNlcAyn C arter Association 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

Y professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professiona s 

I I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincere 1 y, 
I 

Signnture: Name: 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

t 
ri 

‘1 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-&7&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in $e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

1: f 

Sincerelv, 



National Mar\ne, 
Charter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

T I  

/- 
Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8&) was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive AS& Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a en 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k ?  testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
responsible for the 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 3 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely 

- -  I ’  3mf.;p 
State Z i p  Code: 02 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 I 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



I 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-402 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-87731 

li 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compiiance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and anaIyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Signature Name pOfiAL# L ,  Pd&''LL 

Business c.&f, pH& Pd&gL c 
c i t y  .A/ L LJB4/28 State ok- ztp Code / f' 9 d 6 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 1 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. Ais would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN Tb NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

City: 17 GWUY&/ . 8 e&d State h o  ZipCode: 2/8// 
I / 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



NationaI Marine. 
Charter Assocratron 

x 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in k e  accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration C o n t i :  The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

,k 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa s testing rules. Coast Guard 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

tll professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

Name:&&: - I  “-’’ 

City:/(&/Lb(& - /<wd State / zip code: s)6 7YO 

/G * ZNC * 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohoI 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa f teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 : 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



* National Marine NMcbb Charter Association 
t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Congress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

disinte6ration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

SiPnature. Mp & ,& *WORKING ASSETS. 

Mr. Joe Rei& 
PO Box 825 
Kamakakai, HI 96748-0825 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87333] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJ Alcohol 
Screenirlg Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in $e accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho and nnt 2 nl*aqtitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a d P m i m i + - L  
more expensive testing c f  evice, can 5 t e certainty of the resulLa uc __. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

-'>La 
.-d: 

P 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

x 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 5 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintejyation in B e  accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Con& The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x % 

Sincerely, 

Name: 4 2 . ~  P ~ s w ~  4 4  

City: State , ZipCode:  

~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



NMCA National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. '&tis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in k e  accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

0 . a  29t380 
C i t y : f M l P u & 4 4  W K d  d-5 Stnte Z i p  Code:& PO co 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 B 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 'i; uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 1 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Assocmatmon 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive A S D a  Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 

the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa l p  testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte8ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

owners. B Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure, Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide L e  accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Markne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintejyation in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
qualit control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa ig testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

self-a K minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state if time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

3 1 .  

Signature: 9 , u b  Name: x 
Business 3 p)- 4 $f 
c i t y :  KCL.0- State 0 k ZipCode: y y 3 )  3 

1 f -  fl  
I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

. 



NMC& National Marlne, 
Charter Assomatron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ip 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintegration in t 5 e accuracy of the devices. 

qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can gi, t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t TI e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Business 4,- 2 / e  ( fruii  a X m  R*.m-ys 
c z ~ i ? l d  State& . 7 Zip C o d e r &  7g.e 32 +- . I  - 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne 
Charter Associa tion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in Be  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H teshng rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe, 
Charter Assocrat ion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin5 Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
qualit control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a K minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disinte6ration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

II 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

I operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ip 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
I 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa s testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i % 

Sincerely, 

Business. [ e H / , z , ~  {-5-&+ f / + / f . ' /LY '  c / ; , y r # - t - u s -  

I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 I 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
CharRer Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice (USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeniry Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality Pontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 



National Marine, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ;P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast & uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

I Sincerely, 

~~ ~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASD Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with nmnw trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive t-ice, canke  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa F testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

Signature: ri Name: a*wI.-) sa4@. 
Business: 

city: y,+,cv *' & State &- Z i p  Code: 2'; 3-7 7 U 

8 
J 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti 
professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice (USCG-2001-877%] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, canke  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a z ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state $ time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &tis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDA Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualir( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

n 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
C hurter Association 

1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

Signature: Name: /*‘Hfi k@&k c-@&L~ 
Business: $off$ &?&f(ar/ ch&@T&x , LL 
city: ~ O ~ ~ L ~ / ~ / / ~ ~ . A  State ORE Zipcode :  TyoJO 

1 

x 



ationai Martne. "lcA barter Association 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte4ration in %e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qua1i2 self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing a evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

i ?  

Signature: Name: / jAkLEj z 'u  5 Ls[/h r 3 *  

Business: 300 r 4 .(!, 3 11 ; flq 
City: f i4, Iuo- koirir, State /-fL ZipCode: 76 7 y l i  

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in k e  accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the resuIts be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

i 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: % 

I Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlnee 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsl Alcohol 
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are e ui ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Qua&y??ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualitdr self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 6 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

A 
Sincerely, 

c 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintegration in t 5 e accuracy of the devices. 

self-a 2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National MariJne 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. qhis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US.  House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compiiance with federa f: teshng rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signature Name xhfl F- s F* I#d'C&&// 

Business U!&,Q" lp &./As sic; * B a t C d p  .steur ,-LML 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Assocmatmon 

l 

, 
I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x professionals within the state B time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
e accuracy necessary to ’ 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87g] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.‘ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quallty P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

PLEASE 
~ ~~~ 

FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

‘JUNE 10, 2003 IN 



National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. 1 oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa lp testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disinte6ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I 5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintepation in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t i: e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statecf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

n 
Signature: flL& 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



NMC& National Marlne, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality Pontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in k e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualiz minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K f 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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United States Senate 
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Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
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Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

i: CB 

Sincerely, 

State wL= Z i p  Code: 7 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Associatron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive AS& Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa s testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte8ration in t a e accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualit;( self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincere 1 y, 

Signature: $ N a m e : ' J b @ P #  f %pwj'$bT 
B u s i n e # ~ ~ / J % / J  L T ~  VU 1 /LC 

City: & U/v/to e r d  n/ state Pk zip Code/ Hi3 L 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 

/ 



National Marlnee 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

City: State Z i p  Code: zz 4 Jr- 
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsf Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in %e accuracy of the devices 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

I 4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

l negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing f evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

R*S 2 
Business: 5a*R&r4% a f \sh),& c h  
City: &&.&--)&k State @ Z i p  Code: ifC&&b a 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne 
Charter Assomation 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. Jhis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 9  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in B e  accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing Lf evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 
Sincerely, .-\ 1 

/ I _--.. 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %-tis would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress‘ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in $e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualily minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa i: testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, canke  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signature: ~ .L .w~/  Name: 

Bustness / ~ l ~ ~ f h C v ~ l  L i y U S  CI;Ljp+cy j 

I 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773 J 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n 7  responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing a evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

,B 

disinte6ration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K % 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Const Guard Subcommittee 
United States Senate 
Waehhgton, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 
yOSCG2001-8773] 
U.S. Dept. of 'hamportation 
400 seventh St, S.W., Rm. P W l  
Washington, PC 20590-0001 

H a  Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Const Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Submmmittee 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement newpost-addent alga 01 testing measumjQJlomg a mious marbe inddent, All vessels. 
wouldbe requwd to ca +coho P sqeening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?%IS would m ow a significant burdm on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This 110th [VSCG-200I-87& wab published on Februiiry 28,2003 to invite public 
romment. I 
avoid the - 3 v e  impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSXTTON: 

OM this proposed rule a8 written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 

1. Small Business Impacl: The Coset Guard pe t ly  underestimated the cost of thia uirement 
cm small businesam, md even acknowledges: "...the cmt of the less expemive A S ~ A l c a h a l  
ScreenInp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commerdal vessel operators and 
owners.' Small busfnessea will face the constant and costly cyde of purchaee and dxsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

1999 WIS for the US. Coast Rad, and not small firms, to conduct post-inddent alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with fecleraK& rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are e uip 
not yteld accurate slcohol tcstr because use of ASDs am impractical without standards of 
doction and w a  e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Colledon and Test Administration Control: The Coa~t Guard does not address how to ensure 
q u i  control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what. happens when a Captain must 

5. The Proporal is On1 a Paitid Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of produdn I false 

mcasurrLCbdywith pro ,& :-- for thegt~-&injgtrsto~,-and a coNirq&n pt by a 
mom cxpenshc tmting F q  cvicoI can e certaine of the nsultr be arcllrately determmed. 

1 want to urgc you to sup ort  rcvisins this rule RQ that thc Coast Guard itxlf coadrtcts poet-serim 

2& Congressional Intenk Con ss' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for PY 1998 and 

and the crew is already trained to conduct the &ab. 
3. Derice Quo1 le" .  ty ontrol and Suitrbility for the Marine Bnvironmenl: This requirement will 

disinte ration in %I c accuracy of the devices. 

self-a x minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, pmv~dcs only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantiiative 
_ _ _  

marine incident alcohol tes8 
professionals within the stakytime limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained profeesionaTs 
" e t 1  administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide x e accuracy necessary to 
mainta& the in!egriv of the chemical testing p m p m .  Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from mall marmc firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard i k l f  has acknowledged. 

in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b 

Sincettly, 

PLBME FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN TkIlj ENCLOSBD R l P W  ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND TWB U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

x 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteqation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

Signature: .*- Name: hm +A&Q 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Association 

x 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screening Devices1 could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.')'Small businesses will face theconstant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a (P ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state ti time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8776] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in %e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

more expensive testing &vice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

F 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x ti 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

t 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: ”...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disintegration in a t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state Ii time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

/ ‘  

Business: c > , c,.gp <& / ‘r CusfoLu\ C Y - L C ~ 5 e ~  

City: Eb I FP(b State W t  Z i p  C o d e : T g s  2 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 ip 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of - -  
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in Be  accuracy of the devices. 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa l p  testmg rules. Coast Guard 

Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti 
professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Assocmatmon 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. h i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure qualix self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will I 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

- 
'.-/' Z i p  Code. 7 Crty. &- ,: -$ -&*-+-/ State f 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne, 
Charter Assoc~at~on 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 1p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeniy Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners. Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the US. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state Lf time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

fl 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marine, 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

US. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing a evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testing rules. Coast Guard 

disintegration in 3 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K J 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlne 
Charter Assoemtion 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDJAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in %e accuracy of the devices. 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

qualitcr self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

ti: e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerelv, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE US. COAST GUARD 



National Marine. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to ca alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive AS& Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 
negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I 

I 

I 

1999 was for the US. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualit;( minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K 

Sincerely, 

a 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Naltional Marine. 
Charter Association 

I '  
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

f 

I 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testmg rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state!!? time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a c f  ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

Sincerely, 



National Marlne. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDJAlcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qua1i2 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testmg rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintegration in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cf  evice, cange  certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K ti 

Sincerely, 

CftY f l @ C A d  - h a  d e  a Lj ‘zip Code 1 ~b 
1 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Maripe. 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87&] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n v  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte6ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B teshng rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a 2 ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can a t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t 1: e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



dona1 Mar e I+lMcAL C rter Assoc P ation 
Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine i d e a  All mssels 
would be required to ca alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87& was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

[USCG-2001-8773] 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

- .  

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDAAlcohol 
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res '  intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a e n v  responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 80ntrol and Suitability for the Marine Envirmment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Conmi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 
quali control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. 0d-J wiq pro er trainin for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation tqst by a 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa B testlng rules. Coast Guard 

self-a 3 minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and riot a quantitative 

more expensive testing 8 evire, canfhe certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b trained 
professionals within the state3 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professiona Y s 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide &e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing pro am. Additionally, it will remove a cosdy burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as R e Coast Guard itself has acknowledged, 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

.EASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 I 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Martne. 
Charter Assocratron 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1, Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteFation in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa k testing rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing cp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state2 time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

_I _-- 
Name: 
-, 

Signature: 

Business: L $AA c 4 *  ..L*a 
Ctty: L&)+&&f State Pj- zip Code: 0% jL 

n 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TdIMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-40 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[USCG-2001-87731 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

\- 
Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con res' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinteeration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testing rules. Coast Guard 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure, Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the statef time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t K e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 

~~~ ~ 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-40 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and * 
Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. A i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintep-ation in %e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

more expensive testing &vice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a cp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



National Marlnee 
Charter Association 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 



Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. ?his would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87~] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[USCG-2001-87731 

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDsqAlcohol 
Screeninp Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 

2. 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast 8 uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

disintep-ation in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing c f  evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state f time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

x e accuracy necessary to 

Sincerely, 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 
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f 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 7p 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninF Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and dlsposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality Zontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disinte5ration in &e accuracy of the devices 

4. Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
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Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
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U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 
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[USCG-2001-87731 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. This would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 B 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 

vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 
disintegration in &e accuracy of the devices 
Collection and Test Administration Controi: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa P testmg rules. Coast Guard 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho 7 and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a dp ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing Lp evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 
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Sincerely, 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. %is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87 -P 31 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDa Alcohol 
ScreeninB Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.’ Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con res‘ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

3. Device Quality C!!ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

disintepation in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho s and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er trainin for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can 5 t e certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 
professionals within the state time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K f 

Sincerely, 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 

ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903' 
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
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Washington, DC 20590-0001 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
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U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to carr alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. &is would im ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-877!] was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this re uirement 

on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "...the cost of the less expensive ASDaAlcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 

2. Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 

testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federa H testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 

not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

self-a qualix minister the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? 
5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

B 

1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 

3. Device Quality P ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 

disintepation in 5 t e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 
measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing (P evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

professionals within the state li time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

a 
Sincerely, A 
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe 
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and 
Coast Guard Subcommittee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-1903 

Docket Management Facility 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed US. Coast Guard requirement to 
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels 
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to 
be trained in their use. x i s  would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small 
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-87731 was published on February 28,2003 to invite public 
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to 
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business. 

Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo 
Chair, Coast Guard and 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-3002 

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee 

[ USCG-2001-87731 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: 
Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this reauirement 
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: "..:the cost of the less expensive ASDsx[Alcohol 
Screenin Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and 
owners.' Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of 
the devices as their shelf-life ends. 
Congressional Intent: Con ress' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and 
1999 was for the U.S. Coast E uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol 
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the 
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard 
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests. 
Device Quality 8ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will 
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of 
selection and usa e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid 

Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure 

The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca able of producing a false 

measure. Only with pro er training for the test a B ministrator, and a confirmation test by a 
more expensive testing B evice, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined. 

B 

disinte6ration in t 3 e accuracy of the devices. 

negative result, provides only an indication of the resence of alcoho P and not a quantitative 

control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must 
self-a minister the test because he is the anly crew a b b o a r d ~ ~ w ~ l  ? 

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious 
marine incident alcohol testin in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained 

correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t e accuracy necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden 
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. 

K professionals within the state % time limit. This will ensure that adequate1 trained professionals 

Sincerely, A 

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10,2003 IN 
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD 


